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ABSTRACT

’The: objective of this study is to investigate the conceptual understanding of
college students on Molecular Geometry. It sought to- identify their, conceptual
understanding and level of understanding before and after being exposed to three lesson
plans that apply the SE Learning Cy_clé Approach consisting of the stages of Engagement,
Exploration, Explanation, Elaboration and Evaluation. The study was conducted at the De
La Salle University-Dasmarifias during the first semester of school year 2005-2006."The
respondents were comprise 18 college students during their General and Inorganic
Chemistry lecture class.”A ten-item Conceptual Understanding Test (CUT) was used as a
pretest and posttest. ‘The questions were lifted from the exercises from Chang (2000)
Brown (1997) and the test bank on the website from Duke .Universitjy
(http://www,duke.edu/~1jw5/testgeo.htm). Three 5E lesson plans on Molecular Geometry
were conducted for ninety minutes for three consecutive sessions. ‘The scores of the
students and their level of understanding was rated using a scoring criteria adapted from
Cabestrante (2004)./The scores of each student in the pretest and posttest were tested
using the Wiléoxon SiedaRank, Pairs test or W-test and the results revealed that the 5E
learning cycle approach gave improvement in the conceptuval understanding of students

on Molecular Geometry at 0.05 level of significance. The level of understanding was

classified as Best Understanding (BU), Partial Understanding (PU), Complet,e/lncompletei o

- (CI), Functional Misconception. (FM) and Worst ‘Undeirstanding (WU). Prior to
instruction, the responses of the students were mostly on the level of worst
understanding. After instruction, the level of understanding was towards partial

understandlng and showed less improvement in the best undefstanding,
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